Abstract: Increasing IMF quotas (or changing their distribution) requires the approval of the United States, which maintains enough votes at the IMF to block such decisions. Any change in the U.S. quota, in turn, must be approved by the U.S. Congress -a feature of U.S. law which gives Congress a central role in quota determination. In this paper, I analyze congressional votes on legislation to increase the U.S. quota subscription to the IMF. I argue that legislators are more likely to support a quota increase (1) the more "liberal" their ideology, (2) the larger the share of high-skilled "pro-globalization" voters residing in their districts, and (3) the larger the share of campaign contributions they get from banks that specialize in international lending.
Introduction
The United States is positioned at the International Monetary Fund (IMF or Fund) to unilaterally veto changes in the size or distribution of "quotas."
1 This is because altering quotas requires an 85 percent majority in the IMF's Board of Governors, and the U.S. has never held less than 17 percent of the votes. No matter how intensely other members feel about the need for increasing or redistributing quotas, opposition by the United States alone can block any quota adjustment.
On quotas, the U.S. is predominant.
In this paper, I investigate the sources of U.S. policy toward quotas. Rather than treating the United States as a single entity with a unified "national interest" toward the Fund, I consider the preferences of the political actors within the U.S. who exert power over quotas. Specifically, I analyze how members of Congress vote on requests for quota increases. Although many actors within the United States battle to influence U.S. policy toward the IMF -the President, the Treasury Secretary, U.S. officials at the Fund, commercial banks, environmental lobbies, peak associations, think-tanks, etc.-Congress is crucial because its members have the final authority to approve or deny any change in the U.S. quota.
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Voting for a quota increase is a straightforward way to support the IMF -it increases the resources the Fund has for its lending activities. My goal is to explain why some members of Congress vote in favor of such increases while others vote against them. My arguments and evidence suggest that the votes of U.S. representatives in Congress are responsive to personal ideology, district constituencies, and interest groups. Of these three factors, I find that personal ideology has the largest impact on how members vote on quota increases. Members with conservative ideologies tend to view international organizations like the IMF as remote and opaque bureaucracies that engage in wasteful interventions in the marketplace. I use data on member ideology to estimate the effect of conservative ideology and find that a one standard deviation increase in conservatism decreases the likelihood that a member will vote for a quota increase by 30 percentage points, on average (27 points for Democrats; 33 points for Republicans). The implication is that a more conservative U.S. Congress is likely to be a greater hurdle to changing quotas than a liberal one.
I also find that representatives are responsive to the preferences of voters in their districts.
I argue that voters view the IMF as a force for global economic integration, which is good for high-skilled workers, but bad for low-skilled workers, who must compete with the low-skilled workers in developing countries. I reason that the proportion of high-skilled workers in a district should influence a member's vote on increasing the U.S. quota to the IMF. Members of the House of Representatives who represent more low-skilled workers should vote against the IMF, as the IMF supports policies of increased global integration, while those representing highskilled workers should support the IMF. This hypothesis is supported by the evidence:
increasing the share of district population with high-skills by one standard deviation increases the probability a member will support IMF funding by 7.5 percentage points, on average (10 points for Democrats; 5 points for Republicans).
As for interest groups, I focus on "money center" banks that specialize in international lending, such as Citigroup, J. P. Morgan Chase, and Bank of America. 3 These banks have an interest in supporting quota increases because a strong IMF mitigates the risks of lending to developing countries. If the IMF can help rescue countries when they face an economic crisis, there is a better chance that such countries will not default on loans they owe to these banks.
Thus, U.S. representatives who rely on campaign contributions from money center banks should be more likely to support U.S. quota increases than members who do not. This is precisely what I find: the greater the proportion of campaign contributions that come from money center banks, the more likely a representative will be to vote in favor of increasing the US contribution to the IMF.
The effects of ideology, the skill-levels of voters, and campaign contributions from banks are surprisingly statistically significant, even when I control for factors such as political party (which is important because Republicans typically oppose contributions to the IMF, while
Democrats have by and large supported them). The strength of these findings suggests that the United States does not act as a singular entity on quota changes. While there are members within
Congress that are obstacles to quota increases, there are also members that are allies of the IMFthose who want to give the Fund more resources and more authority to stabilize world financial markets. I examine the battle that occurs at the congressional level because, depending upon who wins it, Congress can be just as much an ally as an obstacle to quota refrom.
The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, I provide a summary of the functions and organization of the IMF, emphasizing the role of quotas. Section 3 contains my arguments and evidentiary strategy, and Section 4 is the empirical analysis of congressional roll-call votes.
The final section is the conclusion, which discusses implications.
Functions of the IMF and the Role of Quotas
The IMF's mandate is to support global trade and economic growth by providing assistance to countries facing balance-of-payments difficulties. IMF assistance is meant to enable countries to rebuild their reserves, stabilize their currencies, and continue paying for imports, while they adjust policies and make reforms to correct their payments problems. There are two main components to Fund programs-financing and conditionality. Access to, and disbursement of, Fund finance is conditioned on the adoption of policy measures negotiated by the IMF with the recipient country. This "conditionality," usually takes the form of performance criteria (e.g., inflation and spending targets) and policy benchmarks (e.g. tax reform and privatization). The aim is to alleviate the underlying economic difficulties that led to the balance-of-payments problem.
The IMF's financial resources come from members' subscriptions, which are known as "quotas." Each country's quota is calculated by a formula reflecting the relative size of its economy, using various measures of output and trade. Total quotas in August 2004 were SDR 213 billion, or about $311 billion. 4 Quotas are also significant because they determine members' voting power in the organization. Each member has 250 "basic" votes, plus one additional vote for each part of its quota equal to SDR 100,000. As basic votes comprise only a small fraction of total votes, control of the IMF is heavily weighted toward its larger members. To illustrate, the United States, with its quota of SDR 37.1 billion (about $54.2 billion) has 371,743 votes (17.1 percent of the total), while Palau has 281 votes (0.013 percent of the total). Large members have even greater clout because important decisions are subject to special majorities. The United States, with over 17 percent of the votes, has veto power over decisions that require 85 percent approval, such as changing quotas.
Quotas can be changed in several ways: by increases for all members under a "General Review of Quotas," by the addition of new members, and by individual members requesting a selective increase due to a change in their position in the world economy. General Reviews are the most common source of increases, and most increases have been equiproportional (equal percentage increase for all members). Table 1 provides summary information on these reviews.
While General Reviews are occasions to assess the adequacy of Fund resources, they also offer the only real opportunity for countries to try to raise their own relative quotas, with an eye toward increasing their voting power. This is because quotas can only go in one direction -with the exception of Honduras in 1948, no country has ever requested a reduction in its quota (Horsefield 1969: 196) . Thus, a country trying to increase its voting power will aim for a larger selective share of an overall quota increase during a General Review. As Boughton (2001: 564) put it with respect to the Eighth General Review, "Without a general increase, no redistribution was possible; the larger the increase, the more (in principle) could be accomplished on improving the distribution by allocating increases selectively." Thus, to redistribute quotas, IMF members must also consent to increase quotas.
General Reviews are held about every five years and have produced eight major increases since 1946. 5 On each occasion -including those where the IMF's Board of Governors chose not to propose any increase -a major factor affecting outcomes was the difficulty in obtaining authorization from the U.S. Congress for an increase in the U.S. quota.
Although every member country must consent to its quota increase, the procedures for domestic ratification vary and certain countries, such as the United States, require legislative approval and appropriations. Since the U.S. is predominant at the IMF, Congress commands extraordinary leverage in the process of changing quotas. According to Pauly (1997: 113) , "Quota increases, although strongly preferred by the Fund, sometimes entail legislative affirmation within member-states. They certainly do in the United States, a reality which has complicated the life of the Fund since the beginning." Indeed, Boughton (2001: 858-872 ) cites several cases where quota negotiations at the Fund were influenced by Congress, as in the Seventh General Review, where the size of the quota increase was reduced to expedite congressional approval. Woods (2003) argues that Congress is "recalcitrant" and "feisty" with respect to funding the IMF, and this may increase the influence of the United States at the Fund:
Each time an increase in IMF quotas...has been negotiated, the Congress has used the opportunity to threaten to reduce or withhold the funds, being yet more prepared than even the Executive agencies -Treasury and State Department -to set down special preconditions for U.S. contributions. As a result, other shareholders and officials within the [IMF] have grown used to placating not just the powerful Departments of State and Treasury, but also the feisty U.S. Congress. The overall result seems to have enhanced the capacity of the United States unilaterally to determine aspects of policy and structure within…the IMF.
No general increase in quotas has taken effect without Congress consenting to the U.S.
increase (Boughton 2001: 858 Director to the IMF, other member governments -must be sensitive to congressional sentiment.
Approach and Arguments
Which members of Congress will vote in favor of quota increases? Which will vote against?
Legislator positions are influenced by many factors, including partisan identity and expectations about the future consequences of IMF rescues (such as the moral hazard problem). I make the standard assumption that legislator behavior is self-interested and derives, at least in part, from the desire to remain in office. However, because IMF policy is not a "high salience issue" (of concern to most voters, most of the time), legislator's should have some flexibility to vote on the basis of their personal convictions. Therefore, legislator "ideology" should be very important to legislators' vote decisions. While factors that affect a member's re-election prospects should also matter -the preferences of voters and interest group pressures proxied by campaign contributions -personal ideology should matter more.
The average citizen is not likely to be aware of the content or existence of most IMFrelated legislation. This lack of knowledge implies, following the "salience hypothesis," that legislators need not be perfect agents of constituent preferences -they will have some room to vote their personal beliefs (Miller and Stokes 1963) . 6 What then shapes legislator beliefs about the IMF?
I argue that "ideology" provides legislators with a simple schema for evaluating votes on funding the IMF. Indeed, almost all issues in Congress fall on a single liberal-conservative dimension epitomized by the role of government in the economy (Poole and Rosenthal 1997) .
Funding the IMF is no different. Conservative politicians that believe in a small role for government regulation of the domestic economy should oppose financing the IMF because Fund programs distort economic incentives in the international economy. Conservatives see IMF programs as "bailouts" that insulate investors and borrowers from the risks of their actions and thereby promote greater instability in international finance. Conservatives also oppose the expansion of the government sector and see international organizations like the IMF as particular prone to waste and inefficiency. 7 Conversely, liberals focus on market failures at both the domestic and the international levels and see a positive role for IMF "rescues" in mitigating the economic and social costs of financial crises. They also tend to be more optimistic about the operations of international organizations, and the motivations of the officials that inhabit them.
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In short, ideology should provide the foundation upon which legislators evaluate the IMF. 6 The salience hypothesis holds that voters are more likely to become informed and monitor legislator behavior as salience increases. Legislators respond to constituents' preferences on salient issues because the probability of retribution at the ballot box is high relative to less salient issues.
While personal ideology matters, legislators are not completely unrestrained by constituent and interest groups pressures. To a limited degree, they must also consider how IMF quota increases will affect them electorally. This means they have to be responsive to the preferences of voters and special interest groups. To derive these preferences, I ask: who benefits and who loses from IMF policies? I look to the economics literature on economic globalization and financial rescues to derive such distributional effects.
With respect to voter preferences, I expect members representing districts with greater proportions of net "winners" from economic globalization to be more likely to favor increasing the IMF's resources. This is because the IMF, by pursuing its mandate to protect the world economy from financial shocks, encourages globalization and its attendant distributional consequences. Stolper and Samuelson (1941) and Mundell (1957) identified the winners and losers from economic globalization in terms of factors of production, such as high-skilled and low-skilled labor, from which factor owners derive their incomes. Owners of locally abundant factors tend to gain more than average from globalization, while owners of scarce factors tend to lose. In the United States, the relatively scarce factor is low-skilled labor, and thus the group most likely to lose from globalization is low-skilled labor (Wood 1994) . As trade has increased with nations where low-skilled labor is relatively abundant (and hence cheap), organized labor in the U.S. has mobilized against globalization, and received protection in less-skilled intensive industries in return (Haskel and Slaughter 2000; Baldwin and Magee, 2000) . By contrast, highly skilled labor is abundant in the U.S. relative to the rest of the world and thereby benefits from globalization. Indeed, individual-level data from public opinion surveys provide support for the argument: workers with college degrees or high skills support further liberalization of international trade while those with less education and fewer skills resist such initiatives (Scheve and Slaughter 2001 , O'Rourke 2003 , Mayda and Rodrik 2005 .
My extension of trade theory to IMF funding recognizes that the IMF's mandate to protect the world economy from financial disorder is a benefit to voters that gain from global economic integration. I thus expect voters with high (low) skills to support (oppose) the IMF.
Although these interests are diffuse and unorganized, I expect to see them represented in the electoral calculations of legislators.
Among organized interest groups, money center banks comprise a key constituency for the IMF, and lobby on its behalf. IMF financial rescues provide de facto insurance to these banks, allowing them to retain the gains from international lending while distributing losses, when they occur, to the public sector. Thus, I expect campaign contributions from money center banks to have a positive impact on the propensity of a member of Congress to vote in favor of increasing the U.S. quota.
I'm not the first to identify money center banks as an important constituency for the IMF.
A radical "dependencista" version dates to the 1960s and a more orthodox variant is currently circulating (Stiglitz 2002 , Barro 1998 , Soros 1998 . Bhagwati (2002: 8-9 ) speaks of a "Wall Street-Treasury complex," in which bankers rotate in and out of government, influencing IMF programs to the benefit of Wall Street. But I'm less concerned with the reasons why large international banks have influence on the details of IMF programs than with the reasons why such banks might endorse granting more resources to the Fund, via a quota increase. A quota increase gives the IMF greater resources to support the international payments system. It does not dictate how these resources are used or to whom they are allocated. Hence, I emphasize a broader reason why banks endorse quota increases: they benefit directly from the moral hazard created by Fund financial rescues.
Even if intended to stabilize the international financial system, IMF rescues are a form of insurance for private creditors, and thus a source of "moral hazard" (Bulow and Rogoff 1990, Rogoff 1999) . Moral hazard is an action that encourages the very behavior that the action seeks to prevent. With respect to the Fund, moral hazard arises when its crisis assistance encourages banks to take on risks that they might otherwise shun, in an attempt to reap greater financial returns. Creditors may over-lend to emerging economies because of the expectation, based on previous experience, that the IMF will provide the foreign exchange liquidity that will allow them to exit the country in time of crisis, without bearing their full losses. Bird (1996: 489) finds that the financial assistance the Fund provides to debtor countries is often used to repay loans to commercial banks. In fact, in some instances, debt service is an explicit component of IMF programs. Gould (2002: 22) cites the case of a Stand-By arrangement with Ghana in 1983, which required the new IMF loan to be held in the Bank of England and used to service Ghana's debt to a British commercial bank.
Some evidence suggests financial market participants are aware of the risk transfer to the public sector. Demirguc-Kunt and Huizinga (1993) found that unanticipated increases in U.S.
financial commitments to the IMF caused the stock market capitalization of the exposed banks to increase.
While there is ongoing debate on the extent of the moral hazard problem, everyone agrees that it exists. 9 IMF Deputy Managing Director Anne Krueger sees it as a major concern:
"Private institutions may be encouraged to lend and invest recklessly by the belief that the Fund will ensure that their creditors can repay them." 10 So did the International Financial Institutions Advisory Commission (the "Meltzer Commission"), which Congress chartered to evaluate and recommend U.S. policy toward the IMF after the Asian crisis. 11 Rogoff (1999) 
Data and Analysis: Congressional Votes on IMF Quota Increases
The IMF conducts a general review of the adequacy of quota resources at least once every five years. If it determines that a quota increase is needed, the U.S. Congress must first ratify the With the House bill diverging from the Senate's, IMF funding was under threat.
Procedure requires that for a bill to reach the President for signature, it must pass both houses of Second, I anticipate that the higher the skill level of constituents in a congressional district, the more likely a member will be to support a quota increase. This captures my argument that members see the IMF as an organization that promotes global economic integration, and take positions that reflect the impact of globalization on the real incomes of constituents. Third, I
expect the probability a member will vote in favor of funding the IMF to increase with a member's affinity to money center banks. This affinity is proxied by the amount of campaign contributions each member receives from these banks.
My proxy for legislator ideology is the first dimension of the DW-NOMINATE score (Poole and Rosenthal 1997) . The scores ranges from -1 to +1, from most liberal to most conservative, and is based on the member's voting behavior on issues related to government expansion. 14 I measure constituent skill levels in two ways: by educational attainment and by House member, as a percentage of that member's total receipts in the previous electoral cycle. 16 See Appendix A and B for variable descriptions, sources, and summary statistics.
14 Similar results obtained using interest group ratings of legislators.
15 See the Data Appendix for the banks that make up this group. only suggestive, at best: the coefficients are correctly signed but insignificant.
In Table 6 , I provide a substantive interpretation of the results. Using models from Tables 3 and 5 , I simulated the predicted probability of observing a vote in favor of an IMF quota increase for both Democrats and Republicans and then examined how these probabilities change as each explanatory variable is increased by one standard deviation above its mean.
18
The effects are substantively large. For example, a one standard deviation increase in DW-NOMINATE reduces the likelihood of a Republican supporting the IMF by as much as 48
percentage points (V286). The effect of conservatism is also large for Democrats: the average effect across all votes of moving a Democrat one standard deviation toward conservatism is to reduce his/her chance of voting for IMF funding by 27 percentage points. Note that conservatism has a smaller (but always significant) impact on members of both parties during the 105 th Congress, due to strong party-line voting on V109.
I also obtain large substantive effects for COLLEGE and BANK_PAC. Increasing the share of district population with a college diploma by one standard deviation increases the probability a member will support IMF funding by as much as 14 percentage points (V313).
Although the effect is evident for members of both parties, Democrats are about twice as sensitive to these factors than Republicans. Increasing the share of workers with college degrees yields a 10 percentage point increase in the probability a Democratic member will vote to fund the IMF but just a 5 percentage point increase for a Republican, on average. Similarly, increasing campaign contributions from international banks by one standard deviation hikes the 17 See the Appendix for the construction of these variables.
probability that a Democrat will support the IMF by 12 percentage points on average, but the same change in contributions to a Republican yields but a 6 percentage point increase in the likelihood of voting in favor of funding the IMF. These partisan differences in the responsiveness to district skill-levels and campaign contributions from money center banks probably reflects the fact that Democrats have had historical ties to anti-globalization unions and a populist distrust of big finance. This would suggest that increases in pro-globalization workers and campaign money banks would have a larger impact on Democrats than on Republicans.
Discussion
Few aspects of the International Monetary Fund are as contentious in the United States as requests for new resources and, due to a feature of U.S. law that requires any change to the U.S.
quota to be approved by Congress, few are as directly observable. I've analyzed these roll-calls and found that three political factors influence the votes of legislators: (1) legislator "ideology" with respect to the role of government in the economy, (2) the impact of globalization on worker incomes within a congressional district, and (3) the share of campaign contributions legislators receive from banks that specialize in international lending. Each factor has implications for increasing (and perhaps redistributing) IMF quotas.
According to my estimates, economic conservatism is an important source of anti-IMF sentiment in the U.S. Congress. Conservatives view the IMF as a profligate bureaucracy that distorts incentives in international financial markets. To quote Newt Gingrich, the 1998 quota increase was "typical liberal foreign policy...we're not turning over $18 billion to a French Socialist to throw it away." 19 Although extreme, Gingrich's position is not uncommon in Congress and conservatism does appear to have a negative impact on the willingness to support the IMF independent of political party affiliation.
Does a more conservative Congress actually make it more difficult for the IMF to increase quotas? Do officials at the Fund consider congressional conservatism when they determine the size of the quota increase they will support at the Board of Governors? These are complicated questions because many factors -economic and political -shape Fund requests for quota increases. But historical evidence from Boughton (2001, Chapter 17) suggests that there may be a relationship between the timing and size of IMF quota increases and the average level of conservatism in Congress. Table 7 plots the percentage increase in quotas (left axis) from all IMF General Reviews since 1950 against the average ideological position of the U.S. House of Representatives (right axis). 20 The proxy for ideology is DW-Nominate, averaged for all members, and ranges from -1 (very liberal) to 1 (very conservative). Four General Reviews produced "no increase" in quotas: the First (1950), Second (1955 ), Tenth (1995 ), and Twelfth (2003 . Note that these reviews occurred during periods when Congress was markedly conservative. Conversely, all of the large quota increases between the Third and Ninth General Reviews (1960 Reviews ( -1990 An alternative possibility is that my inference is flawed, and that my skill-level estimates have a different interpretation. It might be that more educated/skilled constituents are more "cosmopolitan" intellectually, and have better knowledge about the need for the IMF. But while a college education or a high-skill occupation could give rise to an internationalist outlook, there is no compelling reason why these attributes imply support specifically for the IMF. Academic economists are highly divided on whether the IMF does more harm than good, with several taking public stances against the IMF on moral hazard grounds (Barro 1998 , Calomiris 1998 , Meltzer 1998 , Schwartz 1998 . While more education might make people more likely to support trade liberalization, where the overwhelming majority of academic opinion favors free trade, it
should not make people more apt to support the IMF, because no such unanimity exists.
Therefore, it is difficult to attribute my results to constituents' intellectual capacity.
My third finding, on the impact of money center bank contributions, should resonate with scholars and policymakers that suppose banks are active in the politics of the IMF (Stiglitz 2002 , Bhagwati 2002 (Gould 2003 , Oatley 2002 , and Oatley and Yackee 2004 . But on matters of funding the IMF, they work though Congress, which controls the purse strings.
The banking industry has long been one of the largest contributors to congressional campaigns and commercial banks rank in the top ten in terms of total giving (PAC, individual, soft money) to Congress among over 80 industries (Makinson 2003; Kroszner and Stratmann 1998) . In addition, money center banks appear to carefully target members with particular influence over banking and financial policy. Table 8 shows that all but two of the top twenty recipients of bank contributions in my 1983 sample were members of the Committee on Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs. Eighteen of twenty also voted in favor of the IMF quota increase. This targeting may derive from the decentralized nature of congressional decision making: bankers may understand that money allocated to the banking committee is more efficiently spent (Grier and Munger 1991) . It may also reflect an understanding of the committee assignment process: banks are more likely to find a sympathetic audience in this committee (Shepsle 1978) .
This analysis also speaks to the question of how international public goods are financed.
While the IMF's capacity to stabilize financial markets -a global public good -depends on contributions from member countries, the incentives that drive large members to bear a disproportionate share of the financial burden have not been clearly identified. It's long been suspected that the U.S. uses its voting power at the IMF to advance its own interests, which might explain why the U.S. executive has a stake in funding it. But Congress controls the purse, not the executive, and members of Congress tend be motivated by local, as opposed to national or diplomatic, concerns. To specify the motivations of the political actors that formally decide levels of U.S. funding, I identified two constituencies -money-center banks and high-skilled citizens -that benefit from a well-funded IMF and tested to see if connections between these pro-IMF groups and Congress shaped member voting. My strong, positive results suggest that the United States funds the IMF at least partly because private actors have individual stakes in seeing the IMF funded. Robust standard errors in parentheses, *p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01
Dependent variable: 0 = Yes, 1 = No (a "No" vote supports funding the IMF) Skills: Share of district population aged 16 years and over employed in executive, administrative, managerial, and professional specialty occupations. Robust standard errors in parentheses, *p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01
Dependent variable: 0 = No, 1 = Yes, (a "Yes" vote supports funding the IMF) Net Imports: Percent district population employed in net import industries. Net Exports: Percent district population employed in net export industries. Mexican+Korean+Thai: Share of district population of Mexican, Korean, and Thai ancestry. Notes: Values represent the change in the predicted probability of voting in favor of an IMF quota increase, as each variable of interest is increased by one standard deviation over its mean, holding other variables at their means. For Democrats, "Party" is held to zero; for Republicans "Party" is held to 1. *p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01 
